historical web of responsibility. The second chapter explores theoretical concepts of memory as developed, in particular, by Jan and Aleida Assmann. While Eigler is generally positive about the Assmanns' contribution to the theory of memory as a collective phenomenon, she nevertheless sees their concept of long-term historical memory as too rigid and illiberal. She suggests that the Assmanns' concept needs to be opened up to include more liberal and multiethnic notions of identity and nationhood.
I fi nd this discussion and critique quite fascinating; my primary criticism is that Eigler does not always differentiate between prescriptive and descriptive approaches to identity and collective memory formation. One may agree with Eigler's arguments for liberal, multicultural identities but nevertheless concede that such arguments are prescriptive and not descriptive: that is, they lay out a path that the Germans as a collective entity ought perhaps to take, but they do not necessarily describe what the Germans as a collective entity are in fact doing. Eigler also speaks positively about the destruction of "sinnstiftende Gedächtnisdiskurse" (56) but it is not entirely clear what the elimination of meaning in discourses about memory might actually lead to; and Eigler's literary analyses suggest that authors are not necessarily destroying meaning but rather problematizing it. Eigler's analysis of these novels, and of their contribution to contemporary German discourses about memory and identity, is an important and well-researched contribution on a subject that will almost certainly continue to be of great interest to German Studies scholars for many years to come.
Carnegie Mellon University -Stephen Brockmann
The Turkish Turn in Contemporary German Literature. Rede (1990) in the mid-1990s, Adelson has pushed the fi eld, emphasizing the necessity of discussing Turkish-German literature within the larger corpus of German literature, stressing the critical examination of identity, ethnicity, gender, and class. Her latest book-length study, The Turkish Turn in Contemporary German Literature documents some of her previously published essays, extensively reworked and expanded.
The book starts with a pertinent provocation: "If it looks like a duck, walks like a duck, and talks like a duck, don't you damn well think it had better be a duck?" (1). The "duck" refers to literary works by contemporary German authors that register aspects of Turkish migration into Germany, a duck that, Adelson argues, has hitherto been made to fi t into a number of categories such as minority literature, ethnic literature, literature of migration, transnational literature, and specifi cally in Germany, intercultural literature. She pursues this provocation in two steps. First, in order to release the Turkish character in the literary narrative from its role as a representative fi gure of the larger Turkish community, Adelson carefully scrutinizes the concept of referentiality, "a conjoined effect of literary fi guration and narrative development" (17). Secondly, to prevent the evacuation of Turkish and German references, Adelson focuses on "reconfi gurations of the German national archive [rather than] the Turkish national archive, transnational literatures with an 'accent' [. . .] or even postcolonial difference" (12). Her attempts to illustrate the inadequacies of models that only emphasize "self-evident" differences, unassimilabilities, and strangeness then culminates in her elaborate critique of the two-worlds theory of interculturality (23 -26) .
Stressing the necessity to develop a "new critical grammar of migration," one that innovatively re-imagines the location of Turkish-German writings within German literature, Adelson chooses the phrase "literature of Turkish migration" to think through the position of the "Turk"; the "riddle of referentiality" (17) With these questions at the core of her study, Adelson pursues her provocation throughout the book, specifi cally demonstrating the inadequacies of theoretical frameworks offered by interculturalism for reading literary works of migration. She identifi es interculturality as a "rhetorical conceit" that places Turkish migrants on a "bridge between the two worlds," arguing that "it signals both a German world embedded in a European world and a Turkish world with its proper place outside of Europe" (6). The rhetorical conceit, Adelson argues, acquires the form of a "cultural fable" (20). Positioning her analytical and critical agenda beyond the "historical obsolence" (20) of this conceit, Adelson diagnoses a "broader Turkish turn [that] began to acquire critical mass in German-language fi ction in the 1990s [. . .]" (15). As an inquiry into this "Turkish turn," Adelson introduces a heuristic device, "the concept of touching tales as an alternative organizing principle for considering 'Turkish' lines of thought " (20, original emphasis).
The three chapters following the Introduction identify and discuss the "touching tales" in works of authors such as Sten Nadolny, Emine Sevgi Özdamar, Zafer Ş enocak, Aras Ören, and Feridun Zaimoglu. Adelson attempts to accord the coming together of Germans and Turks through discussions of "Dialogue and Storytelling" (Chapter 1), "Genocide and Taboo" (Chapter 2), and "Ethnicity and Labor" ( Chapter 3). Each chapter carries the premise of the promise that Adelson makes in her Introduction, which is to bring together "affective dimensions [. . .] which in varying confi gurations refl ect[s] German guilt, shame, or resentment about the Nazi past, German fears of migration, Turkish fears of victimization, national taboos in both countries, and Turkish perceptions of German fantasies" (20).
The accomplishment of Adelson's book-which is in fact a rich document of her research in Turkish-German literature over the past decade and a half-lies not merely in its departure from extant scholarship, and its proposition of "literature of Turkish migration" as the new conduit for Turkish-German literature. Adelson's wide-ranging theoretical considerations that frame her literary readings include engagements with Arjun Appadurai's refl ections on modernity, Seyla Benhabib's conjectures of cultural difference, Rey Chow's elaborations on the "protestant ethnic," and Andreas Huyssen's succinct discussion of diasporic memory, to name only a few. Through her engagement with the works of these scholars, Adelson convincingly argues for a reconsideration of works by Turkish-German authors beyond assertions of singular or multiple cultural identities. In addition, through her discussions of aesthetic theories ranging from those of Brodsky Lacour to Julia Kristeva, Adelson successfully combines political and aesthetic analyses of literary works in general, and Turkish-German works in specifi c. She offers aesthetic strategies to measure the space, stature, and situation of minorities and their writings, without losing sight of important political questions of agency, authority, and affi liation. That stated, where I see the real achievement of this work is not just in its offering of an alternative model for Turkish-German Studies. Through a sustained vigilance towards an ethnicized aesthetics and gendered politics, Adelson has managed to imagine the new critical grammar of migration, offering thereby new directions for future studies of literatures that engage with migration and ethnic minorities. Der erste liegt um die Mitte des 17. Jahrhunderts mit dem "Theater der Souveränität," bei dem ihn insbesondere die perspektivische Raumkonstruktion sowie die-in Anlehnung an Carl Schmitt so formulierte-"theatralische Theologie" der "Dramen der Verstaatlichung" (Joseph Vogel) interessieren. Den zweiten Umbruch macht er um
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